An analysis of land use legislation in selected states by Mitchell, John B.
RESEARCH BULLETIN 1100 
An Analysis 
of Land Use Legislation 
in Selected States 
JOHN B. MITCHELL 
APRIL 1978 
OHIO AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER 
U. S. 250 and Ohio 83 South 
Wooster, Ohio 
CONTENTS 
*** * *** 
Introduction _______________________________________________________ 3 
Method ________ ___ _____________________________________________ 3 
Major Purposes of Each State's Legislation ______________________________ 3 
Provisions of Florida's Act_ _________________________________ _______ 3 
Provisions of Hawaii's Land Use Law __________________________ ___ ___ 5 
New Je~eY---- - --- - -------- --- -- - --- - -------------- - -------- - - 6 
New York's Agricultural Districts __________ __________________________ 7 
Oregon's Land Use Act_ _____________ ______________________________ 7 
Vermont's Land Use Law __________________________________________ 7 
General Comments ______________________________________________ 8 
Organizational Structure for Administering the Policies ____ ___ _____________ 9 
Florida ______ ___________________________________________________ 9 
Hawaii___ _______ _________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 9 
New Je~eY---------------------------------------------------- 9 
New York _____________________ _________________________________ lO 
Oregon ______ ___________________________ ___ ____________________ lO 
Vermont ____ ____________ __ __ _____ ____________ __________ ________ lO 
Additional Comments ___ ____________ ·-- ___________________________ 10 
Observations Regarding Land Use Legislation ____________________________ 11 
Florida __________________ __ ______ ___ ___ ____ ____________________ 11 
Comments Concerning Hawaii's Land Use Law ________________________ 12 
New Jersey ______________________ __ ____________________________ l3 
New York 's Agricultural Districts ____________________________________ 14 
Observations Concerning Oregon's Land Use Act_ ______________________ 15 
Comments About Vermont's Act 250 __ ________ __________________ ____ 15 
Observations Concerning Farmers' 
Attitudes on Land Use Policies ______________________________________ l 6 
Changes in Linkage of Social Systems __ ________________ ___ ___________ 17 
Land Use Legislation and ConfiicL __________________________________ 18 
General Observations ________ ___ ____ ____ _____ ____ ________________ 19 
Conclusions ____ ______ ______________ __ __ __________________________ 2 O 
Increasing Power of Non -landowners __ ______________ ______________ 21 
The Need for a Continuing 
Educational Program and Research ____________ _________________ ___ 21 
The Ohio Situation ________ ________ __________ ______ ___ ___________ 22 
References __ ___ _________________ ____ ___ __ ______ ______ __________ __ 23 
Government Publications _____ __ _ . ______ _____________________ ______ 24 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
The author expresses appreciation to the many farmers , professors, planners, 
agency personnel, and state and local officials whose cooperation and assistance 
contributed to the content of this bulletin and made this a valuable learning ex-
perience. 
AGDEX 877 4-78-3.5M 
AN ANALYSIS OF LAND USE LEGISLATION 
IN SELECTED STATES 1 
JOHN B. MITCHELL2 
Introduction 
A growing concern about how land is used is re-
flected in a variety of developments on the national 
scene and in Ohio. Several bills concerning federal 
land use legislation have been introduced in Congress. 
A flurry of activities in several statehouses ad-
dressing land use and environmental matters is an-
other reflection of interest in how land is used. A 
spate of national, regional, and state conferences on 
land use and land use policies also reflect the growing 
concern about this subject. 
State conferences focusing on land use policy 
have been conducted by diverse groups in Ohio for 
several years. For example, the League of Women 
Voters, Ohio Department of Natural Resources, Bat-
telle Memorial Institute, Ohio Planning Conference, 
and the Columbus Area Chamber of Commerce have 
all held land use conferences or symposia during the 
past few years. 
Finally, House Bill 63, passed by the Ohio Gen-
eral Assembly in 1975, created a joint legislative com-
mittee to review land use policies, programs, and regu-
lations in Ohio. This committee's final report was 
published in mid-1977. 
The major purpose of this bulletin is to examine 
the land use legislation and policies of selected states 
and the organizational structures evolved to carry out 
these policies, plus observations concerning implica-
tions of these policies. The findings will provide in-
formation for persons interested in land use and land 
use policies. It is intended for decision-makers such 
as legislators, agency heads, and persons in various 
positions responsible for programs influencing the use 
of land. It is also intended for professionals such as 
agricultural economists, sociologists, political scien-
tists, geographers, agronomists, and planners. 
METHOD 
While on assigned research duty in 1975-76, the 
author visited Florida, Hawaii, New Jersey, New 
York, Oregon, and Vermont. All of these states have 
passed laws to deal with pressures on their land re-
sources, although New Jersey's deals only with an 
experimental program in one county. 
Information was secured via interviews with 
members of the agency, commission, or board respon-
sible for land use policies and their enforcement. 
Local residents and officials in towns and counties 
where the policies were in effect were also interviewed. 
The following questions provided a framework 
for data gathering efforts on each state's situation: 
1. What was the prior situation? 
2. How is the state's land use body organized and 
what are its relations with other agencies of 
government? 
3. How was policy formulated? 
4. What kind of regulations were established? 
5. How were provisions of the land use policy 
administered, e.g., at the state, area, or local 
level, or some combination of these? 
6. Finally, a tentative evaluation of the policies 
is made. 
Information obtained through interviews is sup-
plemented by a review of reports from each state, plus 
other publications addressing the land use question. 
Maior Purposes of Each State's Legislation 
The legislation of each state is examined in this 
section, and various aspects of its provisions are in-
cluded in tabular form where practical. Those in-
terested in additional information will find references 
to original sources in this section and in the list of 
references on page 23. 
With the exception of Hawaii, all of this legisla-
tive action is of recent origin. Legislation in five of 
the states was initiated in the 1970's (Table 1). 
PROVISIONS OF FLORIDA'S ACT 
The basic purpose of Florida's Environmental 
Land and Water Act, also referred to as Chapter 380, 
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is to establish policies to guide and coordinate deci-
sions relating to development.3 The act establishes 
procedures for the identification and regulation of 
areas and activities which are of state or regional con-
cern. The policies are to be implemented by local 
governments. 
1Additional information on land use legislation in five of these 
states can be found in another publication by John B. Mitchell (27). 
Tho research reported in these bulletins was supported in part by the 
North Central Regional Center for Rural Development, Iowa State Uni-
versity, Ames. 
'Professor and Extension Rural Sociologist, Dept. of Agricultural 
Economics and Rural Sociology, The Ohio State University and Ohio 
Agricultural Research and Development Center. 
'For an elaboration of the provisions of this legislation, see the 
.section on Florida by Earl M . Starnes in (56); also (44). 
~ 
TABLE 1 .-Provisions of Land Use Legislation in Six States. 
New Jersey 
Year Law Enacted 
A State Board or Comm iss ion 
A District or Regiona l Comm ission 
State Planning Staff 
District or Regiona l Staff 
Planning Staff Assistance for Local 
Government (County, Municipa l, and 
Township) 
Ma jor Focus of Legis la t ion 
Methods of Implementing Pol icies 
* Experimenta l program in one county. 
Florida 
1972 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
A ll land 
plus ACSC 
DRI statement 
and appl ica tion 
for permit*•• 
t This commission is made up of two ful l- time state employees. 
Hawaii 
1961 
Yes 
Yes 
A ll land 
Zoning 
:j:The Environmental Board may cal l on the State Office of Planning for assistance. 
'* Reg iona l Counci l of Governments (COGS) does the planning for severa l mu lti-county units. 
ttLand Conservation and Development Commission provides funds for local p lann ing. 
PDE 
1976* 
Prime 
fa rm land 
Pu rchase 
of development 
easements 
by state 
ttRegiona l p lanning commission (county ) prov ides p lanning assistance for townships and municipa l ities. 
***The Governor and Cabinet designate Areas of Cri t ica l State Concern . 
TOR 
Pending 
Agricu ltura l and 
residen tial land 
Zoning and 
transfer of 
DRl 's 
New York 
197 1 
Yest 
Viab le 
agricu ltura l 
land 
Commit 
land to 
agricultural use 
for 8 years 
Oregon 
1973 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes** 
tt 
A ll land 
State goa ls 
must be 
incorporated 
in loca l plans 
Vermon t 
1970 
Yes 
Yes 
t 
Yes 
Yest:!: 
A ll land 
Permit 
form land 
use change 
The act has two categories of land use regula-
tions; one pertains to Areas of Critical State Concern 
( ACSC) and the other concerns Developments of 
Regional Impact ( DRI). These regulations concern 
land use proposals extending beyond the boundaries 
of the local unit of government. 
This law gives the Administration Commission 
-the Governor and his Cabinet- the authority to 
modify the use of large acreages in critically impor-
tant land areas. They can establish rules and regu-
lations regarding changes in the area once the boun-
daries of an area of critical state concern have been 
determined. After an ACSC has been designated, 
local governments are to establish development regu-
lations. If they do not complete this work within 6 
months, the state then has the responsibility of pre-
paring regulations. 
The second provision of this act concerns develop-
ments of regional impact, i.e., those of such size that 
they have an effect upon more than one county and/or 
unit of government. A developer must make applica-
tion for a DRI permit. His proposal is reviewed by 
the local units of governments, a regional council, and 
the state department of planning. 
PROVISIONS OF HAWAII'S LAND USE LAW 
Hawaii's Land Use Law, passed in 1961, is rec-
ognized as a pioneering piece of legislation in land use 
control. Its major objectives were designed to pre-
serve and protect the state's land resources. The law 
also created a Land Use Commission (24, pp. 188-
195; 45, 46). Its first job was to classify all land, 
public and private, throughout the state. 
All land in Hawaii is zoned into one of four use 
categories: urban, rural, agricultural, and conserva-
tion. The rural category is not very important, for 
only 0.2 % of Hawaii's land is in this use category. 
Every 5 years the Land Use Committee reviews 
the existing use categories of all land. After a series 
of hearings, the zoning classification of some land may 
be changed. In the years between the reviews, the 
Land Use Commission receives requests for changes 
in district boundaries and/ or rezoning of land. A 
county planning commission always submits a report 
and its recommendations on any request for land use 
change. 
Administration of zoning regulations in agricul-
tural, urban, and rural districts is administered at the 
FIG. 1.-Land use policies and comprehensive planning lead to best use of land resources-one of the goals 
of land use legislation. 
Photo courtesy of USDA-Soil Conservation Service 
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county level. Land in conservation districts is regu-
lated by Hawaii's Board of Land and Natural Re-
sources. 
NEW JERSEY 
Purchase of Development Easements 
In New Jersey, two legislative proposals on land 
use policies a re being considered. One proposal, state 
purchase of development easements, was advanced by 
the Blueprint Commission. 4 This commission was 
appointed by the Governor in 1971. Implementation 
of its recommendations would result in formation of 
a permanent agricultural preserve for agricultural 
uses. Briefly, the major objective of preserving agri-
cultural land would be implemented by the purchase 
of development easements on 1 million acres of farm 
land. The program would be financed by a tax on 
all real estate transfers. 
On the recommendation of another commission, 
the New J ersey legislature approved an act funding 
an experimental program in four townships as a pilot 
'For details on provisions of thi s po licy, see (47); also (32). 
project . Presumably in a few years the matter will 
be raised again. The primary purpose of this legisla-
tion would be to preserve agricultural land. 
Transfer of Development Rights 
Proposals contained in this policy are in Bill A-
3188, which is being considered by the New Jersey 
Assembly. A slightly different version of this policy 
was contained in Bill 3192, which was introduced in 
1975. 
This legislation would provide the legal authority 
for municipalities to adopt a transfer of development 
rights policy. Its major objective is to help maintain 
agriculture and preserve open space in New Jersey. 
( 6; 3, pp. 330-358). The policy is based on the as-
sumption that ownership of land is really ownership 
of a bundle of rights and one of these rights, the de-
velopment right, can be separated from the land. 
In essence, each municipality, through a master 
plan and zoning, would create a market- a supply 
and demand- for development rights certificates. 
Owners of agricultural land would sell these certifi-
cates to developers and a greater density of residential 
FIG. 2.-The purchase of development rights on rural land would enable some farms to continue in urban 
fringe areas. 
Photo courtesy of USDA-Soil Conservation Service 
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development would be permitted in areas zoned for 
this type of land use. Hopefully a critical mass of 
land for farm purposes would be maintained by such 
a policy. Under provisions of this policy there would 
be little if any expense to the state. 
NEW YORK'S AGRICULTURAL DISTRICTS 
Organization of agricultural districts was made 
possible by action of New York 's legislature when they 
passed the Agricultural District Act in 1971. Pass-
age of this legislation was the culmina tion of a process 
which began several years earlier. 
The intent of the legislature was to maintain 
viable agriculture in the face of growing urban pres·· 
sures ( 8, pp. 607-613 ; 49). Its policy is set forth in 
this declaration: 
"It is the declared policy of the state to con-
serve and protect and to encourage the develop·· 
ment and improvement of its agricultural lands 
for the production of food and other agricultural 
products. It is also the declared policy of the 
state to conserve and protect agricultural lands 
as valued natural and ecological resources which 
provide needed open spaces for clean air shed, as 
well as aesthetic purposes." 
This legislation enables landowners to organize 
the district on a voluntary basis. Provisions of the 
agricultural district law provide some assurance that 
farmers who invest in long term improvements are not 
likely to lose these investments. The provisions also 
reduce the likelihood that farms will be sold for non-
farm uses, for each person must sign a p'edge to main-
tain the land in agricultural uses for 8 years. Several 
other provisions enhance the position of those wishing 
to continue their agricultural enterprise. Creation 
of these districts also helps ·maintain open space. 
Costs to local and state government are minimal, 
as no personnel are employed at the county level to 
oversee provisions of this policy. 
OREGON'S LAND USE ACT 
Oregon's Senate Bill 100, commonly referred to 
as the 1973 Land Use Act, provides that comprehen-
sive land use planning takes place at the local level 
( 26, 50, 51). It mandates active citizen involvement 
in decision making at all levels of government. It es-
tablished a commission to formulate goals and guide-
lines to give direction to planning efforts. Another 
provision is that planning will be done on a partner-
ship basis between local and state governments . 
The act created the Land Conservation and De-
velopment Commission ( LCDC ) and directed it to 
formulate statewide planning goals and guidelines. 
These goals were formulated via a series of meetings 
conducted a round the state in 1974. The goals and 
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a ttitudes of Oregon's citizens concerning land me and 
planning were determined by this process . 
After these statewide goals and guidelines were 
adopted, they were used by cities, counties, and state 
agencies in preparing comprehensive plans. The 
LCDC coordinates the planning process by reviewing 
comprehensive plans to see if they are in conformity 
with the statewide goals. The Commission is respon-
sible for making land use policy decisions. 
Enactment and implementation of provisions of 
this legislation are the latest in the series of actions to 
promote comprehensive land use planning in Oregon. 
The major thrust of this legislation is to bring 
about the development of comprehensive plans by 
every municipality and county, and to ensure that 
statewide goals and guidelines will be incorporated in 
1 these plans. 
VERMONT'S LAND USE LAW 
Vermont's Environmental Control Law, Act 250, 
frequently referred to as the Land U se Planning Act, 
was adopted in 1970 ( 52, 53 ) ." It is an attempt to 
make the best use of Vermont's natural resources and 
protect the health and safety of its citizens. 
Vermont's Act 250 contains two sections. The 
first section provides for a permit procedure and an 
organizational structure to administer the program . 
The permit system prevents small municipalities from 
being overwhelmed by la rge developments. Protec-
tion of agricultural land is not a major objective of 
this act. 
A project involving ten or more residential units 
or a subdivision of land with ten or more parcels, each 
of which is less than 10 acres, requires a permit. Most 
developments of this size would have an impact on an 
area larger than the township or village where they 
occurred. This act also provides planning assistance 
for townships and the smaller municipalities. 
A nine-member Environmental Board has the 
overall responsibility for administering provisions of 
Act 250. It has five major functions. The first is 
administrative, the second regulation, and the third 
planning. The fourth function is quasi-judicial. The 
board is empowered to hear appeals from decisions on 
land use permit applications denied by a district com-
m1ss10n. Finally, the board is empowered to initiate 
legal action to prevent or redress violations of the act 
or board regulations. 
The second section of Act 250 calls for the pre-
paration of three state plans over a period of years. 
The first, an inventory of present land use, was com · 
pleted in 1972. The second plan contained broad 
policies for growth and development and was ap-
' For an excel lent account of the development and passage of this 
legis lation, see 129). 
proved in 1973. The third was the state land use 
plan, which is still being developed. 
GENERAL COMMENTS 
The major thrust of the New York and New Jer-
sey legislation is definitely aimed at the preservation 
of agricultural land. However, of the six states stud-
ied, only New Jersey's policies propose the purchase 
of development rights as a means of preserving agri-
cultural land. 
Hawaii's land use law, although aimed at pre-
serving and protecting all land resources, has the 
greatest impact upon urban and agricultural uses of 
land. These are the two major uses competing for 
Hawaii's best land. Zoning prevents scatteration of 
urban development throughout agricultural areas. 
The Florida and Vermont policies have much in 
common. Each law contains provisions dictating 
that large-scale developments will be permitted only 
after presentation of data concerning the impact of 
the project on social institutions and natural re-
sources. Provisions of both of these policies provide 
a degree of protection for local social systems such as 
schools and municipal services which may be over-
whelmed or over-taxed by sudden large-scale develop-
ment. Of almost equal importance are the protec-
tions and safeguards provided for ecological systems. 
Environmental concerns and protection of water and 
other natural resources are important parts of these 
policies. 
The importance of protecting water systems and 
other natural resources is very explicit in provisions 
for designation of areas of critical state concern in 
Florida. This is an example of a state exercising its 
powers in land use control over an extended area. 
Florida's fragile ecological system and an ever-increas-
ing population may have contributed greatly to this 
type of legislation. 
Oregon's Land Use Act differs from the others 
in that it attempts to have local planning efforts con-
form to statewide goals and objectives. Planning is 
done at the local and county level; however, the final 
plan must incorporate these statewide goals if it is to 
be approved by the Land Conservation and Develop-
ment Commission. 
In Florida, Oregon, and Vermont, provisions of 
the legislation provide planning assistance for local 
units of government. This provision has had the ef-
fect of providing more expertise for comprehensive 
planning at the local level. Also, in Florida and Ver-
mont, only the larger developments are regulated by 
the land use policies. The vast majority of land use 
decisions are still made at the local level. 
In Hawaii, the division of responsibility between 
state and county is confusing to many people. Also, 
48 percent of the land is in the conservation use cate-
FIG. 3.-When 50 people replace 50 cows, demands on social institutions increase rapidly. 
Photo courtesy of USDA-Soil Conservation Service 
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gory and is administered by Hawaii's Board of Land 
and Natural Resources. The Land Use Commission 
and the county planning commissions make major de-
cisions on just over half of the land. Decision making 
is also complicated by the fact that there is not a com-
prehensive state land use plan. Fortunately, Hawaii's 
Department of Planning and Economic Development 
has been directed to prepare a comprehensive state 
plan. 
The pending legislation in New Jersey regarding 
trans£ er of development rights does not take into ac-
count commercial and industrial land uses. New 
Jersey's other proposal on purchase of development 
easements (rights) and the agricultural districts legis-
lation in New York focus only on agricultural land, 
and the major emphasis is on preserving the prime or 
viable land best suited for agricultural production. 
Organizafional Structure for Administering the Policies 
When examining the various structures for car-
rying out the intent of the legislation, it is important 
to emphasize at the outset the wide variation in exist-
ing governmental structures. In New Jersey, town-
ships have the same powers as the usual municipality. 
Townships are also important units of local govern-
ment in New York and Vermont. In the three other 
states, townships are of little or no consequence as a 
unit of government. Hawaii has the least differen-
tiated governmental structure of the six states. It 
has only two levels of government-state and county. 
FLORIDA 
Designation of areas of critical state concern are 
made by Florida's Administration Commission-the 
Governor and his Cabinet. The Division of State 
Planning provides the Commission with data and 
other information needed in making such a designa-
tion. This body may establish rules and regulations 
for the area but this responsibility is left up to local 
governments, i.e., establishment of land development 
regulations. However, if local governments do not 
formulate regulations within 6 months, the Governor 
and his Cabinet have the responsibility of doing so. 
The second part of this legislation involves a 
statement of Development of Regional Impact ( DRI) 
which must be submitted by the developer. DRI ap-
plications are filed with the local government (city 
or county), the regional planning council and the 
Division of State Planning. The DRI application 
may be rejected by any one of these three levels of gov-
ernment, although most decisions on these are made 
by the city or county. 
HAWAII 
As mentioned earlier, all lands in Hawaii are di-
vided into four use categories and only two units of 
government-state and county-are involved in land 
use changes. Hawaii's Land Use Commission con-
ducts a review every 5 years and may change district 
boundaries when petitioned by state or county agen-
cies or property owners. It may also approve or 
deny, or approve with modifications, land use changes 
within urban, agricultural, and rural districts granted 
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by county planning commissions. Recommendations 
of county planning commissions are given important 
consideration in the Land Use Commission's delibera-
tions. 
When the Land Use Commission changes a dis-
trict boundary and moves former agricultural lands 
into an urban zone, urban uses of this land are deter-
mined by the county and administered by the county 
governments. In other words, what urban uses are 
permitted will be determined by the county's compre-
hensive plan and its zoning and subdivision ordin-
ances. 
Land in conservation districts is controlled by 
Hawaii's Board of Land and Natural Resources. 
NEW JERSEY 
Purchase of Development Easements 
Only a pilot project has been approved by the 
state legislature to implement New Jersey's Blueprint 
Commission recommendations. If legislators approve 
all the recommendations contained in the proposed 
bill, there will be a provision for establishment of a 
State and Municipal Agricultural Open Space Agency 
to administer the program. The chief executive 
would be a member of the Governor's planning coun-
cil. Administration of this program would be vested 
in a board of directors composed of nine persons ap-
pointed by the Governor. 
Local governments through their planning com-
missions would have the responsibility of setting up 
agricultural open space areas in their master plans. 
After these agricultural preserves were designated, 
purchase of the development easements would be be-
tween the landowners and the State and Municipal 
Agricultural Open Space Agency. 
Transfer of Development Rights Proposal 
Permissive legislation allowing municipalities to 
establish development rights and a market for these 
rights is still pending. However, under the present 
proposal only one level of government would be in-
volved- the local municipality. · Each municipality 
would be responsible for designating land for agri-
cultural and open space uses only. Each municipal-
ity would specify how many development rights would 
be issued and how many would be required for in-
creased density of housing in a development. 
NEW YORK 
Two levels of government are involved in crea-
tion of agricultural districts. The initial application 
is presented to the county supervisors. They have 
the petition reviewed by their county planning board 
and an agricultural districting advisory committee. 
After a public hearing, the proposal is sent to the state 
Agricultural Resources Commission and the Depart-
ment of Environmental Conservation. After review 
by these two organizations, the Commissioner of En-
vironmental. Conservation certifies the plan, or a 
modification of the plan, as eligible for a district and 
returns it to the ounty. 
Final action is taken by the county supervisors 
after a public hearing. 
OREGON 
A seven-member Land Conservation and Devel-
opment Commission was created to be responsible for 
making land u~e policy decisions and formulating 
overall statewide goals and guidelines. Comprehen-
sive land m:e planning is to take place at the local 
level, using these goals and guidelines when preparing 
comprehensive plans. 
Three levels of government are involved. Towns 
and cities prepare their own comprehensive plans; 
however, counties are responsible for coordinating the 
planning within their jurisdiction. If a majority of 
governmental units in a county agrees, this review 
function may be carried out by a council of govern-
ments. Some counties have given multi-county 
councils of governments (COGS) the authority for 
overall planning and coordination of their plans. 
Finally, all plans by local governments and state agen-
cies are reviewed by the commission to insure confor-
mance with statewide goals and guidelines. 
The LCDC provides funds to towns and counties 
to facilitate the planning effort. 
VERMONT 
A nine-member Environmental Board has the 
overall responsibility for administering provisions of 
Vermont's Act 250. However, most land use deci-
sions continue to be made by local officials, since only 
large developments come under the provisions of the 
act. 
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Four levels of government may be involved in the 
approval of a permit for a large scale development in 
Vermont. At the local level (township, village, or 
city), the permit must meet the goals and objectives 
of this unit of government. It must also fulfill re-
quirements set forth by the regional (county) plan-
ning comm1ss1on. As specified in the law, the permit 
application must be in conformance with any duly 
adopted local or regional plan. 
Permit applications are presented at a hearing 
to the district commission. The state is divided into 
nine districts which overlap the boundaries of the 
state's 14 counties. Each district commission con-
sists of three persons appointed by the governor and 
assisted by a full-time coordinator. 
In most instances only these three levels of gov-
ernment are involved in a consideration of a permit 
application. In cases where a permit is denied, an 
appeal can be made to the state Environmental Board. 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
A shortage of professional staff in Florida's Divi-
sion of Planning impedes and slows work on the desig-
nation of ACSC's in that state. The number of pro-
fessional staff employed by regional councils in Flori-
da varies. Part of this variation in professional staff 
is related to the volume of development activity in a 
district. 
Work of Oregon's Land Conservation and De-
velopment Commission is implemented by creation of 
a Department of Land Conservation and Develop-
ment. The data and other assistance provided by 
this department facilitate decision-making and other 
work of the LCDC. 
A reversal of this situation is found in Hawaii. 
The Land Use Commission has the services of only 
one professional planner. This situation works to 
the disadvantage of the Land Use Commission, es-
pecially its seven appointed members. 
The usual funding situation of appointed mem-
bers on state boards or commissions is that they serve 
without any salary. They are usually reimbursed for 
actual expenses or on a per diem basis, plus travel 
expenses. Exceptions to this are the chairman of 
Vermont's Environmental Board who is a full-time 
state employee. The two-member commission in New 
York is made up of full-time state employees. The 
Governor and his Cabinet are the Administration 
Commission responsible for Florida's areas of critical 
state concern. 
Observations Regarding Land Use Legislation 
The ultimate test of the effectiveness of a new 
law is how it is evaluated by the people who live and 
work with its provisions. Comments and other re-
marks reflecting evaluations of the legislation are re-
viewed on a state by state basis in this section. 
FLORIDA 
With passage of the Environmental Land and 
Water Management Act, the state began to take back 
some of its power delegated to local governments. As 
~GREEN SWAMP AREA 
could be expected, designation of part of the Green 
Swamp as an Area of Critical State Concern evoked 
critical remarks from many people. Several com-
mented that the critical area designation puts a cloud 
on land titles and no one can change things. 
In several places the Bureau of Land Planning 
used highways as the boundary lines for designated 
areas. This aroused considerable resentment on the 
part of local people. As a county official stated, "We 
resented the arbitrariness of this action." 
AREA OF CRITICAL ST ATE CONCERN 
- MULTI-COUNTY PLANNING DISTRICTS 
FLORIDA 
FIG. 4.-Florida map. 
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A former director of the Division of State Plan-
ning said determination of area boundaries has always 
been difficult when lines must be drawn on paper 
through the marginal impact zones. The boundaries 
have been consistently disputed by both advocates and 
critics ( 41 ) . 
Restricting the use of land in an Area of Critical 
State Concern goes counter to beliefs and attitudes of 
many people. It is usually expressed in this manner: 
"I should have the opportunity to develop and/ or 
change how my land is used when ever I want to!" 
How strongly this belief is shared by people in 
the area is evidenced by a suit filed against the Gov-
ernor and Cabinet by the Green Swamp Property 
Owners, Inc. Their suit is still pending in the courts. 
Also, a number of people do not believe the Green 
Swamp is an important aquifer recharge area. 
If this forecast comes true, designation of more 
ACSC's will probably be needed: 
"The urbanization of Florida is a source of 
mounting concern, since 91 percent of the resi · 
dents now live in densely populated areas ... 
This generally concentrated locational pattern 
has brought increasing pressures on the natural 
ecological systems and amenities, and has created 
complex and difficult problems for environmen-
tal protection authories." ( 43, p. 50) 
Comments on Developments of Regional 
Impact and Regional Planning Councils 
Provisions of the DRI's alerted elected officials, 
both city and county, to the impact that a large devel-
opment would have in their sphere of influence. Re-
presentatives of local government learned more about 
important factors that had to be dealt with-such 
as water quality and various kinds of pollution. The 
DRI process also gave local governments time for pre-
planning whether they did so or not. The require-
ments that must be met in a DRI proposal have pro-
vided a stimulant to planners, members of regional 
planning councils, and developers to look at more fac-
tors when considering a major project. 
"The DRI process has eliminated a lot of projects 
that had no merit. Developers completing projects 
had to do a more competent job of land use planning. 
They addressed topics they hadn't considered before. 
DRI's have upgraded the quality of developments!" 
This comment came from an architect who serves on 
a regional planning council. 
Some people oppose the idea of regional councils 
and multi-county planning districts. They see it as 
a third level of government-one further away than 
town and county governments. Their attitudes are 
expressed by this statement, "The best government is 
the one closest to the people." Some local officials 
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oppose the regional organizations because they see 
them as a threat to local government. 
Others complain that the details and additional 
requirements called for in a DRI proposal were add-
ing 10 % to 15 % to the cost of projects. An engineer -
developer who had prepared DRI's exclaimed, "Front 
end costs are staggering and that slows us down! In 
the beginning it scared us to death! Seemed like 
something totally unrealistic being crammed down 
our throats." 
There was general agreement on the part of all 
interviewees that data required in a DRI for all ma-
jor projects had improved the quality of developments 
and the planning process. The socio-economic im-
pacts as well as the impact on natural resources are 
spelled out. An officer of a state association ex-
claimed, "It (DRI) is the biggest thing to happen to 
our rural counties. They will have to plan!" 
Lack of a statewide comprehensive plan handi-
caps the work of Regional Planning Councils. The 
Division of State Planning is preparing such a plan 
which will be completed in another year or two. 
COMMENTS CONCERNING 
HAWAII'S LAND USE LAW 
Hawaiians are very concerned about population 
growth and value preservation of agricultural lands. 6 
In light of these attitudes, how is the work of the Land 
Use Commission viewed by the people? 
A state planner commented that county planning 
commission recommendations were given a lot of 
weight in land use decisions. He felt that the land 
use law did preserve agricultural lands to a large ex-
tent. "We would have seen a different kind of ur-
ban development if the law had not been passed," he 
said. He believes that things would be worse with-
out it. 
A professional planner pointed out a major short-
coming, "The general plan of the state of Hawaii was 
received by the legislature years ago and then put on 
a shelf. A result is that the Land Use Commission 
makes decisions on an ad hoc basis without the bene-
fit of the state land use plan and policy." 
Kim Lowry and Michael McElroy examined the 
Land Use Commission's decisions from 1962 to 1975. 
One of their conclusions is that the LUC's decisions 
have been ad hoc and based on a particular land unit's 
suitability for urban use rather than the proper use of 
that unit in a larger regional framework. 
They make this statement after they look at de-
cisions in Central Oahu. "The pattern and pace of 
'For more on attitudes of Hawaiians concerning land use and 
population, see (46), especially Chapter 6, The Views of Hawaii's 
People: Results of a Survey. 
urban development in Central Oahu do suggest that 
the role of the State Land Use Commission in growth 
management has largely been one of exercising some 
influence as a brake on the pace of urban development, 
but much less over the ultimate decisions about where 
growth is to occur, or how much is to occur." ( 22, p. 
16) 
They also found that in the last 4 years (of their 
study) the Commission has been more consistent in 
applying a policy of preventing scattered subdivisions 
while seeing that there are sufficient vacant lands to 
accommodate urban growth. ( 22, p. 17) 
A county planning director and several others 
indicated dissatisfaction with the work of the LUC. 
They see the Land Use Commission doing some things 
a county planning commission could do. 
An editor pointed out that the Land Use Com-
mission becomes the "planners" in the absence of any 
overall plan and policy. The commission makes de-
cisions on an ad hoc basis because there is no policy 
to provide guidelines. 
Most of the comments reflected dissatisfaction 
with how decisions are made by the Land Use Com-
m1ss10n. Not a single person interviewed disagreed 
with the need for land use controls and putting land 
in one of four use categories. This point was also 
made by Shelley M. Mark, former director of the 
Hawaii Department of Planning and Economic De-
velopment: "Land use planning and control is con-
sidered one of the most effective means of guiding the 
State's long-range social and economic development 
and destiny." (24, p. 189) 
Hawaii's legislators are aware of these dissatisfac-
tions, and recently the state legislature passed State 
Planning Policy Act 189. This act directs the De-
partment of Planning and Economic Development to 
prepare a comprehensive plan for the state. The de-
partment is working on a comprehensive plan which 
will provide for policy and planning coordination be-
tween the state and the' four counties. When this 
plan is completed, conflict between counties and the 
Land Use Commission should be reduced. This 
statewide plan and policies will provide guidance for 
the Land Use Commission when making decisions on 
land use matters. 
The act stipulates that all state agencies and 
counties shall comply with the plan. The state plan is 
scheduled for completion in 1977, and 2 years later 
all county plans are to be amended to conform to the 
state plan. 
Dr. Mark concludes, " ... Hawaii appears to be 
headed toward stricter, and hopefully, yet more in-
telligently planned, land use controls." ( 24, p. 195) 
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NEW JERSEY 
Purchase of Development Easements 
The major thrust of the legislation proposed by 
the Blueprint Commission would involve the state 
purchasing the development easements (rights) on 
approximately 1 million acres of land. According 
to present thinking, this would mean retirement of 
these rights for perpetuity. If legislation encompas-
sing this policy is enacted, it will be the first major 
attempt by a state government to preserve open space 
and commercial agriculture via purchase of develop-
ment easements (rights). 
The purchase of development rights on about 1 
million acres of farmland should preserve a critical 
mass of land for farm purposes. However, removing 
development easements from this much land would 
increase the pressure on other properties. 
The New Jersey Farm Bureau and Grange plus 
the State Agriculture Convention have endorsed the 
Blueprint Commission's recommendations. 
The unanswered question is, "Should land be 
saved for agriculture in New Jersey?" As one mem-
ber of a state agency said, "I'm not convinced of the 
idea of saving farmland just so New Jersey can pro-
duce fresh vegetables. Let them sell land for what 
it is worth!" 
However, there is considerable sentiment in New 
Jersey for a better environment. Voters approved 
multi-million dollar bond issues in 1961, 1971, and 
1974 to purchase land for recreation areas under what 
is known as the Green Acres Program. There is con-
siderable feeling among environmentalists and others 
for the state to acquire land and keep it for open space 
and outdoor recreation uses. 
If commercial agriculture is to survive in the 
Garden State, some method of compensating farmers 
must soon be devised. Purchase of development 
easements is one such proposal. The transfer of de-
velopment rights is another proposal being considered 
in New Jersey. 
A member of a state agency said they had been 
meeting and talking about "How to Save Agricultural 
Land" for years. If present trends continue, this will 
be a moot question in 10 or 12 years, for there will be 
very little agricultural land left to save. 
Transfer of Development Rights 
The intent of the transfer of development rights 
( TDR) proposal is to provide a mechanism whereby 
local governments can create a supply and a demand 
for development rights. Implementation of this 
legislative policy would be left up to local govern-
ment. Local governments would set the stage for 
preservation of open space. However, the negotia-
tions, i.e., buying and selling of development rights, 
would be left up to free enterprise and the market-
place. 
This policy appeals to some people because it 
utilizes the free enterprise system. The market deter-
mines the price of certificates. 
There is little cost to local government except for 
the planning and zoning that is necessary to create 
the supply and demand for development rights. A 
factor yet to be resolved is how to tax the transfer of 
development rights certificates. 
The TDR proposal depends upon comprehensive 
plans plus a planning staff and local government offi-
cials who have the respect and the confidence of the 
general public. One could assume that only a small 
percentage of the nation's municipalities and counties 
have reached this stage of sophistication in their plan-
ning and control of developments. Also, one pre-
sumes development pressures would have to be very 
intense for a unit of government to initiate this policy 
and procedure. 
Professor Jerome G. Rose of Rutgers University 
believes success or failure of this policy is dependent 
upon the skill of planners and their allocation of land 
use. He also points out that there must be a long 
term commitment to the plan on the part of govern-
ment officials. ( 36, p. 355) 
With permissive legislation, the decision to adopt 
this policy is left up to each township and city. Scv~ 
eral observers have wondered if enough farmland 
would be preserved to maintain an agricultural busi-
ness complex. The presence of businesses that pro-
vide supplies and services for farmers is very impor-
tant if agriculture is to continue in New J ersey. 
Present trends indicate continued heavy demands 
on New Jersey's land resources. The less intensive 
uses of land, such as farming, will continue to give 
way to the demand for more intensive uses, such as 
housing developm ents and shopping centers. 
NEW YORK'S AGRICULTURAL DISTRICTS 
Almost 4 million acres of New York's farmland 
are in the 294 agricultural districts organized since 
passage of the legislation. M any farmers were quick 
to see the advantages provided by provisions of this 
new law. 
Districts not only provide a measure of protec-
tion for investment in farm enterprises but also for 
businesses that make up the agricultural business com-
FIG. 5 .-ln New York, agricultural districts reduce the likelihood of this kind of development occurring on 
prime farmland. 
Photo courtesy of USDA-So il Conservation Service 
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plex in the area. Acceptance of a district by the 
county board of supervisors provides public recog-
nition that agriculture is an important activity in the 
county. People in the area know this acreage is dedi-
cated to agriculture for at least 8 years. 
One New York farmer commented, "Agricul-
tural districts influence legal actions favorable for 
farmers . People know you plan to stay in farming. 
When you sign your name, you make a commitment 
to farming." 
Professor Howard E. Conklin of Cornell Univer-
sity states that basically the district creates conditiom 
that increase the odds that a farmer can maintain his 
agricultural enterprise. This in turn reduces the op-
portunities to sell land for other uses. 
Another farmer states: "The district provides 
protection for the farmer, it gives him more freedom. 
It protects against sewer line expenses so you won'i 
be assessed out of business. It also discourages en-
croachment by speculators." 
Other interviewees pointed out what they con-
sidered to be disadvantages of this legislation. Herc 
are some representative responses: 
"Agricultural district law can't stop residential 
development. The law should be stronger!" 
"A disadvantage of the law is that it has very 
few teeth in it." 
"Districts are a start, a stepping stone, but not 
enough to save agricultural land." 
"Districts are just a 'stop gap' measure!" 
"Agricultural districts are an interim measure--
they will buy some time." 
Professors Howard E. Conklin and William R. 
Bryant of Cornell University have studied the pro-
gress of agricultural districts. They make this state-
ment: 
" . .. New York's agricultural district pro-
gram has been highly effective to date in invol-
ving large numbers of people in the processes it 
has set in motion in all major agricultural areas 
of the state except those nearest to New York 
City. In areas of imminent wall-to-wall 
urban development, however, it appears that 
some type of action other than agricultural dis-
tricts will be needed if agriculture is to be pre-
served." (8, pp. 611-612) 
How good or effective are agricultural districts? 
Many of the districts have been in operation for only 
2 or 3 years. 
Within a few years, a study should be made to 
evaluate how effective districts are in achieving the 
purpose of the Agricultural District Act. The va-
riety of responses indicate more provisions are needed 
if agricultural uses of land are not to be superseded 
by other land uses. 
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OBSERVATIONS CONCERNING 
OREGON'S LAND USE ACT 
Passage of Oregon's Land Use Act has increased 
planning efforts in the state. Through a program of 
grants and other funds, the Land Conservation and 
Development Commission has helped many smaller 
communities facilitate their planning efforts. Also, 
the goals and guidelines developed by the LCDC pro-
vide a common focus and direction for all planning. 
Several local officials exclaimed that towns and 
cities needed more time to develop their comprehen-
sive plans. Some officials and planners felt frus-
trated in their attempts to comply with the time 
schedules and guidelines set forth by LCDC. The 
commission has been granting extensions to those re-
questing more time. 
A farmer very knowledgeable about LCDC and 
provisions of the Land Use Act said, "It will have 
more impact in the future-it's still in the shake-down 
phase. Local government is responding slowly." 
This new commission is viewed by some as a 
threat to local government. Some local officials arc 
apprehensive about how much authority the LCDC 
has and what are the limits of this new agency. The 
land use act has increased the concern of peop1e who 
feel threatened by its provisions. 
The Land Use Act has encountered organized 
opposition although there is a widespread feeling in 
Oregon that there must be some kind of planning. 
Petitions for its repeal were circulated early in 1976. 
However, all of the state's major daily newspapers 
editorially opposed the repeal effort. 
In the general election of 1976, Oregonians re-
affirmed their belief that planning is important. 
Fifty-seven percent voted against the attempt to re-
peal the Land Use Act. 
With some conflict and differences of opinions, 
Oregon's cities and counties are moving ahead with 
comprehensive plans that incorporate statewide goals. 
Through provisions of the Land Use Act and other 
legislation, Oregonians are trying to maintain the at-
tractiveness of their natural resources and enhance 
the quality of life. 
COMMENTS ABOUT VERMONT'S ACT 250 
A number of persons remarked enthusiastically 
that the law had improved the quality of develop-
ments and helped the environment. The resources 
of state agencies can be utilized in the procedures 
without a direct cost to municipalities. 
A member of the state agency stated, "It provides 
a sensible method of managing growth. The public 
has a better idea of the cost of development and its 
consequences because of the data that must be pre-
sented in every application. The physical and social 
costs are identified in the application for a permit and 
at the public hearing." 
Others pointed out that Act 250 provides for an 
area review and judgments on projects that have area-
wide implications. The act has given considerable 
impetus to planning efforts in Vermont. 
However, not all Vermonters are happy with the 
provisions of this act. The most frequently voiced 
complaints concern the cost of preliminary planning, 
the need to hire engineers, and the "red tape" re-
quired to get a permit. Several persons pointed out 
that the act makes development too difficult or expen-
sive for persons without many resources. Others 
think Act 250 has tended to identify Vermont as 
anti-development because standards have been estab-
lished and more costs are placed on developers rather 
than being assumed by public agencies. 
During the economic slump, some contractors 
blamed Act 250 for what had happened without tak-
ing into account the general economic slowdown 
across the nation. Other people did not understand 
or attempt to separate Act 250's requirements from 
other regulations. 
What clouds any evaluation of Act 250 is that 
some people like Vermont just as it is, while others 
are for developments and change which they believe 
will improve the state's socio-economic situation. 
Many people consider the act as a device to maintain 
the status quo, so it provides a focal point for persons 
with different views concerning Vermont's future. 
If present trends continue, Vermont will be the 
destination of more migrants from metropolitan areas. 
As the population mix of long-time residents and new-
comers continues, so too will the tensions. A clash 
of attitudes and values is to be expected. 
OBSERVATIONS CONCERNING FARMERS' 
ATTITUDES ON LAND USE POLICIES 
Responses from farmers regarding their own atti-
tudes and their perceptions of other farmers' views 
range from enthusiastic support for land use legisla-
tion to very vocal opposition to this legislation. State 
organizations representing farmers varied in their sup-
port for or opposition to the legislation and implemen-
tation of the policies. 
In some cases where agriculturally oriented or-
ganizations do address land use legislation, their in-
fluence is blunted by differences within the member-
ship. Also, one finds these organizations on opposite 
sides of some issues. 
This remark by New Jersey's Secretary of Agri-
culture Phillip Alampi reflects the diversity of farm-
ers' attitudes: "Our greatest opposition comes from 
some of the farmers. They just don't want the state 
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to get involved in their business. And yet there are a 
great many farmers who endorse the plan completely 
and who are solidly behind it." ( 1, p. 196) 
In one state, farmers were in the forefront in 
initiating action on the land use legislation and added 
their support to its passage. Here again farmers did 
not present a united front. Some farmers, usually 
those living near cities, often opposed the legislation. 
Other farmers and rural residents in the thinly popu-
lated section of the state did not feel very strongly 
about the need for a land use bill. 
In some cases, farmers believe provisions of the 
legislation will help them stay in business longer, and 
will influence legal actions in a favorable way for 
farmers. Many of the larger or more prosperous 
farmers seem to be for land use policies and controls. 
They expect to stay in farming and the legislation re-
duces some of the uncertainties associated with long 
term commitments. These farmers support land use 
legislation that gives them some protection from the 
threats of suburbanization and tax increases. In 
some instances farmers are supported by nonfarm resi-
dents interested in maintaining open space. 
A professor commented that farmers really like 
to be left alone, but they know something is going to 
be done. So they say, "Let's go with this kind of 
plan." 
Many farmers are aware of the decline in politi-
cal power of rural people. The representation from 
rural areas has been more than decimated by reap-
portionment and implementation of the one person-one 
vote mandate. This shift in political power has oc-
curred across the nation. 
An agency person put into words a view ex-
pressed in several states: "Farmers want it both ways 
-they want protection, but they don't want controls 
that would keep them from selling or doing other 
things with their land." 
Among the farmers' ranks are those who wish to 
retire from farming and others who wish to speculate 
on resale of their land for more intensive uses. Some 
farmers are confident that if they wait a while a de-
veloper will come along and buy their land. 
A thought nurtured by some farmers in states as 
far apart as Vermont and Oregon is that when they 
are ready to retire they can sell the farm for a housing 
development and retire "well off"-a pleasant 
thought to be sure, but one that will not be realized 
by many farmers. This thought entertained by some 
farmers explains part of the opposition land use poli-
cies encounter from farmers. These people see the 
regulations as reducing their likelihood of an affluent 
retirement. 
CHANGES IN LINKAGE OF SOCIAL SYSTEMS 
The implications of new legislation in regards to 
establishing new social systems and new linkage be-
tween the new and existing systems plus new linkage 
between old systems are often overlooked. 
This author advances the proposition that link-
ages between systems facilitate planning, and improve 
the content of comprehensive plans and the manage-
ment of natural resources. Several examples are 
cited. 
Florida's Environmental Land and Water Man-
agement Act provides for an organizational arrange-
ment whereby towns and counties can engage in co-
operative efforts within a district. It provides for a 
regional planning council composed largely of elected 
officials from towns and counties in each district. 
The council enables more towns and counties to work 
together on common problems. These units of gov-
ernment can address issues that cross their legal boun-· 
daries. 
The mayor of a small town said, "I think it is a 
good tool for getting people together. At least you 
talk with other people in adjoining counties that have 
common problems. A regional planning council pro-
vides a means whereby we can talk and decide on 
better solutions for problems. It benefits counties 
and towns in the districts." 
Provisions of this act have brought regional plan-
ners into a working relationship with local govern-
ments-especially the governments of the very rural 
counties and small towns. Usually small towns and 
the very rural counties in Florida do not have access 
to planners and planning services. Today planning 
assistance and other services for small units of govern-
ment are available through the planning staff of re-
gional planning councils. 
A county commissioner, who was chairman of a 
regional planning council, pointed out that this or-
ganization makes assistance of professional planners 
available to sparsely populated rural counties. The 
act has increased the amount of planning going on 
across the state. 
In New York the agricultural districts legislation 
has provided for the creation of an agricultural dis-
tricting committee in every county where an agricul-
tural district was formed. The commission is com-
posed of farmers and agri-businessmen appointed by 
the county supervisors. 
The county planning commission and the com-
mittee must review the proposals for creation of an 
agricultural district. This process provides an op-
portunity for planners and those interested in agricul-
ture to sit at the same table and make decisions about 
the future of the county. The formation of agricul-
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FIG. 6.-Land use policies assist local people in 
coping with changing land uses. 
Photo courtesy of USDA-Soil Conservation Service 
tural districts has brought farmers and planners to-
gether. During the deliberations, the people involved 
gain a better understanding of planning and agricul-
ture. 
Another feature of this legislation with great 
value for rural residents is the linkage of farmers and 
agricultural districts with the Department of Environ-
mental Conservation. 
If any state agency wants to take land lying with-
in an agricultural district, it must notify the Commis-
sioner of the Department of Environmental Conserva-
tion. The Commissioner can require the agency to 
explore all possible alternatives before acquiring land 
within a district. Local residents have the expertise 
and resources of a state agency to help them when 
dealing with other state agencies. This linkage of 
local people or rural landowners with a state agency 
is another benefit from the provisions of this bill. 
One provision of Oregon's Land Use Act man-
dates active citizen involvement in decision making 
throughout the planning process. Each county and 
city had to create a new system entitled, "Committee 
for Citizen Involvement." The function of this com-
mittee is to insure participation of lay peop!e in the 
planning process. 
The act also created the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development to assist in carrying 
out the intent of the Land Use Act. 
Vermont's Land Use Planning Act 250 gives 
townships access to a state agency. Townships can 
call on a state agency for assistance while working 
with a developer. This provision provides for the 
linkage of townships with the expertise of a state 
agency. This provision also affords the same kind of 
assistance to municipal and regional planning com-· 
missions. This linkage to resources of state agencies 
has added to the quality of planning efforts in Ver-
mont. 
LAND USE LEGISLATION AND CONFLICT 
Conflict is the constant companion of land use 
legislation and implementation of the policies con-
tained therein. This is an ongoing process and as 
pointed out by ]. Paxton Marshall: 
"As efforts are made to set aside land for 
production and consumption purposes, we will 
witness an outpouring of views which reflect the 
attitudes passed on from a simpler era as well as 
those created by our changing life styles. Con-
flict will abound. . . This will be accompanied 
by a widening and deepening of public rights in 
land as the community reasserts its public rights 
in regulating and controlling private rights in 
land in accordance with the rule of reasonable-
ness and evolving American tradition." ( 25, p . 
112) 
When new norms are emerging, their coming in. 
to being is accompanied by conflict between sectors 
of society having different attitudes and values. Con-
flict and tension can be expected as new modes of be-
havior are defined and legitimized, and attitudes and 
concepts of what is right are modified. Also, some 
people benefit while others lose advantages in this pro-
cess. New legislation brings about shifts in power 
and control as well. This action brings out opposi-
tion from those systems whose power has been di-
minished. 
As Godwin and Shepard point out, " . .. there is 
a need to recognize that there will be losses and losers 
as well as gains and beneficiaries in state land use 
policy formulation." ( 16, p. 2) Property owners who 
incur losses or are limited in what they can do with 
their land protest vigorously when such land use legis-
lation is proposed and/ or the policies are implemented. 
Other protesters see this as an encroachment upon a 
basic right, i.e., the belief that an individual can do 
whatever he or she wants to do with their land. 
In five of the states studied, conflict between in-
dividuals and organizations concerning passage of the 
legislation and implementation of the poli6es was 
quite evident. In Oregon, an attempt to repeal the 
Land Use Act at a general election in 1976 was de-
feated. Only New York's agricultural districts land 
use policy did not engender organized opposition or 
conflict. 
The reasons for conflict and the nature of the 
participants in the conflict process seem to vary. At 
times, conservationists vs. developers conflicts will 
predominate. At other junctures, those for the status 
quo or keeping things as they are find themselves in 
opposition to persons who are for change. In Ver-
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mont, the cleavage seems to be between environmen-
talists and those for development. In other places, 
those opposing the land use policies consider their en-
forcement an affront to their values and beliefs con-
cerning private ownership of land and local control of 
decisions concerning land use changes. Some of these 
people believe strongly that the best government is the 
one closest to the people, i.e., local control. 
Some single purpose systems (voluntary organi-
zations) have been organized locally to oppose land 
use policies, such as a local property owners associa-
tion. There are other single purpose systems-usual-
ly "anti" organizations- with a statewide member-
ship. 
Conservation and environmentally oriented or-
ganizations are much in evidence when land use legis-
lation is being considered. They clash with organiza-
tions representing economic interests, plus those favor-
ing development who want to use natural resources. 
The continuing debate and struggle on how land 
will be used are not confined to the level of local gov-
ernment. Representatives of special interest organi-
zations, businesses, and industry descend on legislators 
in statehouses and in the halls of Congress. Conser-
vation and environmentally oriented organizations 
with national offices in Washington, D. C., and their 
counterparts in offices near statehouses alert and rally 
support from local chapters. The same can be said 
for a variety of business, labor, and industrial inter-
ests. They also use the mass media, letters, articles 
and annual reports to stockholders to communicate 
their points of view to people. 
Godwin and Shepard point out that regulatory 
politics or the politics of pluralism is one dominated 
by organized interest groups which form coalitions for 
or against the regulations. ( 16, p. 13) 
Conflict also develops between those who want 
to make short-run use of land, i.e., something that is 
profitable in the short-run, and persons who are think-
ing about a long-range use of this resource. Persons 
with the latter view are frequently represented by the 
various environmental and conservation-oriented or-
ganizations. 
It has been pointed out in a number of places that 
the short-run economic decisions which appear in the 
marketplace have an adverse effect on use of land re-
sources. Use of land as determined by long-range 
planning often blocks short-range use of land, i.,e., im-
mediate profit is blocked. As would be expected, this 
causes conflict and dissension. 
Clyde W. Forrest, commenting on the short-run 
view, writes: 
" ... land is basically viewed as an exclusive 
private market commodity-one to be used, sold, 
or developed for its highest dollar value. The 
phrase 'highest and best use' is too often heard 
in land use regulation and land use planning 
circles. 'Highest and best use' is a legitimate 
consideration of land use planning, but it is hard-
ly determinative of the public interest." ( 15, p. 
341) 
Unfortunately, new laws are often enacted with-
out the general public being aware of their passage. 
Complaints and other reactions arise when provisions 
of the new law actually affect land use decisions. 
Many people seem to be most sensitive to land use 
legislation when the action affects their opportunities 
to benefit or lose in a property transaction. 
GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 
Concern over the number of people and the bal-
ance between population, natural resources, and qual-
ity of life was evident in several states. In H awaii, 
the majority of the people responding to a recent sur-
vey agreed with this statement: "Continued popula-
tion growth, along with an expanding economy, will 
reduce the quality of life in Hawaii." A slight ma-
jority also agreed with this statement, "Any measure 
that is constitutional should be used to keep new resi-
dents from coming into this state." ( 46, p. 21) 
FIG. 7.-Houses and agriculture meet at the urban fringe . 
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These responses indicate attitudes favoring a no-
growth or a slow-growth policy for the state. 
In Oregon, former Governor Tom McCall's 
statements reflected the attitudes of many Oregonians. 
H e said in effect, "Come and visit but don't move to 
Oregon!" Similar attitudes about population growth 
were expressed by this message on a popular bumper 
sticker, " Don't Californicate Oregon." 
As Raymond Vlasin has pointed out: 
" . . . there is a sizeable if not growing na-
tional and state concern for the expanding urban 
conglomerates and for ways of upgrading the 
quality of life in urban areas and meeting ex-
panding energy needs. Because of these con-
cerns, various communities and states are rais-
ing questions about 'whether they want to have 
added population growth, and if so, how. Some 
a re taking specific actions to retard growth." 
(42, p. 369 ) 
These attitudes may forecast that the day a per-
son can move and live wherever one wants to in the 
United States is coming to an end. 
One result of the legislation in Florida and Ver-
mont is to place more of the project's cost on those 
Should the open space be reserved for farm uses? 
Photo courtesy of USDA-Soil Conservation Service 
responsible for the development. The permit require-
ments alert local governments and citizens to the over-
all cost of a development. In the past, much of the 
cost was borne by local government and/ or by in-
direct cost to people in the community by their pay-
ment for added services and facilities through taxes. 
As H. A. Henderson points out, many project 
costs were not taken into account when justifying 
projects years ago, but now these costs must be consid-
ered. ( 1 7, pp. 15 7-159) Costs that once were borne 
by the public are now being shifted to the person or 
company responsible for the change in land use. 
Cone I usi ons 
The values and attitudes of enough people are 
changing and bringing about enactment of legislation 
which modifies existing laws and establishes new ones 
regarding use of the land and other natural resources. 
New systems are brought into being-new structures 
and functions-and along with these new linkages be-
tween systems. 
More new laws and new systems (institutional 
structures) are in the offing, especially as the energy 
crisis communicates to all that some natural resources 
can be exhausted. 
These changes reflect a shift in the thinking of 
more people about long-range goals and objectives 
concerning use of land and other natural resources. 
States are taking back some of the power they 
had delegated to counties and municipalities concern-
ing property rights. In Vermont and Florida this is 
being done via a district or regional type organization, 
plus designation of areas of critical state concern in 
Florida. In these two states the emphasis is on exert-
ing state or district control over large developments. 
Decisions on minor changes of land use are still made 
by units of local government. In Oregon and H awaii, 
participation in land use planning and decisions is ac-
complished through a state agency or a commission. 
The state is using its authority to bring about goal set-
ting and planning by local governments. 
Following case studies of nine states, this state-
ment was made about objectives : "The purposes and 
objectives of most state programs emphasize protec-
tion of natural resources, interposing state or areawide 
interests in matters which are clearly or greater than 
local concern, and balancing of economic development 
and environmental considerations." ( 55, p. 36) 
Several states have decided they can no longer 
leave planning and land use controls entirely up to 
local governments-county or municipal. Legisla-
tion in Florida, H awaii, and Oregon sets certain time 
limits within which local governments shall complete 
land use plans and formulate policies. 
Oregon provides an example of where a state 
commission formulated a set of state goals to be used 
as a guide for county and municipal planning com-
m1ss10ns. A deadline was also set for completion of 
these plans by local government. 
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Florida's Land and Water Management Act has 
been followed by the Local Government Comprehen-
sive Planning Act passed in 1975. This act requires 
every Florida city and county to prepare and adopt 
a comprehensive plan by 1979. 
Somewhat simila r action is taking place in H a-
waii. State Planning Policy Act 189 directs the De-
partment of Planning and Economic Development to 
prepare a comprehensive plan for the state. The act 
stipulates that all counties shall comply with the plan. 
All county plans are to be amended to conform with 
the state plan 2 years after its completion. 
Attitudes and values are changing, and along 
with this goes a change in the norms. These social 
changes are reflected in court decisions, enactment of 
new laws, and revisions of present laws. 
The state gives, and the state can take away. As 
the norms change, the state changes the rules (laws) 
regarding property rights and land use. 
As pointed out by Mark: 
" ... since it is axiomatic that if a State can 
delegate its police powers to regulate private land 
use in the public interest, it can also exercise it. 
The serious interest of a growing number of state 
and national officials in the Hawaiian experience, 
along with the expected passage of a National 
Land Use Policy Act, suggests the sort of change 
in public climate which is necessary for any such 
exercise of power to take place." ( 24, p. 193 ; 19, 
p.15; 16,p. 13) 
Changes in the norms require new laws or new 
institutional structures. Property rights are being 
redefined. " M any people are pressuring for a new 
land ethic which would emphasize less the rights of 
land ownership and more the responsibilities of land 
ownership. There is pressure to give greater expres-
sion to public interests in the use of land. And there 
is the counterpressure resisting such attempts." ( 3) 
There seems to be a shift in thinking concerning 
property rights. More people are thinking of title to 
land as a bundle of rights- property rights-rather 
than ownership of the land, i.e ., its physical properties. 
Along with this view is the understanding that one or 
more of these rights can be removed from the bundle 
while the owner retains title to the property. In some 
parts of the nation, people are quite knowledgeable 
about mineral rights and water rights. 
Development rights or development easements 
arc being discussed more and more as one of the rights 
that may be removed from property ownership. The 
development rights may be sold as the owner continues 
to use the land for agricultural purposes. 
The transfer of development rights or easements 
is central in both land use policies being considered in 
New J ersey. 
Another statement points up the need for 
changes. "Many precedents are anachronistic now 
that land is coming to be regarded as a basic natural 
resource to be protected and conserved, and urban 
development is seen as a process needing careful pub-
lic guidance and control." ( 34, p. 24) 
Along with the adequacy of social systems and/ or 
the infrastructure of schools, local government, health 
facilities, etc., the capacity of natural resources to ac-
commodate a greater number of people is being given 
greater consideration. Vlasin comments that his col- ' 
leagues in environmental sciences have found that en-
vironmental capacities to support human uses are 
regionally specific and that substate regions can and 
must be treated differently. " ... their experiences 
and mine have shown that adverse environmental ef-
fects of an economic development project or public 
service project can be minimized if environmental 
considerations are an integral part of the location and 
design decisions for the project." ( 42, p. 378) 
The time is close at hand in the United States 
when land and other natural resources will be incor-
porated as a vital part of plans and decisions that in-
fluence the number of people to be accommodated in 
an area. The growing number of regulations on dis-
posal of waste from industrial and business concerns 
as well as housing developments reflect this concern. 
"We need a land ethic that regards land as a re-
source which, improperly used, can have the same ill 
effects as the pollution of a ir and water, and which 
therefore warrants similar protection." ( 34, p . 7) 
Increasing Power of Non-landowners 
A significant trend in decision making regarding 
the use of rural land is occurring across the nation. 
Persons other than property owners are demanding 
and having more of a say in how natural resources-
especially land resources-are used. This is being 
accomplished through the legislative process in state 
capitals and the Congress. Their views are being ex-
pressed in various kinds of legislation. 
"Perhaps the greatest trend in government 
control of land is the decline in rights of fee 
simple ownership arising from demands of con-
sumers for a voice in management of resources 
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FIG. 8.-Some soils should only be used for agri-
cultural purposes. This house was built on peat and 
muck soils 2 years before t'his picture was taken. 
Photo courtesy of USDA-Soil Conservation Service 
owned by others. The idea that each landowner 
is his own 'king' has been rapidly modified as 
rights of property are redefined." ( 17, p. 151) 
Rural residents, including farmers, do not have 
as much power in statehouses or halls of Congress 
when compared with urban residents. The exception 
to this statement may be some of the less populous 
states in the Plains Region. 
Power alignments in state legislative bodies were 
changed by reapportionment. The ruling that each 
person's vote must have equal representation shifted 
political power in statehouses as well as the nation's 
capitol. Urban and suburban populations gained in 
power through this reorganization procedure. Repre-
sentation of non-landowners' interests and concerns 
about use of rural land and open space have received 
more attention since reapportionment. 
More and more decisions about how open space 
wi!1. be used will be determined by urban and subur-
ban residents. Wherever there is intense pressure to 
convert agricultural lands to other uses, the urban 
population greatly outnumbers the rural. Hence, the 
political clout will be with the urban sector. 
The Need for a Continuing 
Educational Program and Research 
In the future, comprehensive land use policies 
and new organizational forms will be a fact of life in 
more states. To be successful, any land use policy 
must be understood and accepted by the people. A 
continuous educational program will be needed to ex-
plain the rationale and need for these policies and the 
tools to enforce provisions of the policy. 
"The land resource management method to 
use will have to be decided at the local level by 
citizens informed about the issues and choices of 
proposed land me policies to retain prime land. 
This decision-making process requires an open 
and broad involvement of people at the local 
level." (14,p.224) 
Not that any educational program is going to re-
duce all the conflict surrounding land use legislation, 
but one must take into account there is a time lag be-
tween creation of a new system and its policies and a 
change in people's attitudes and values leading to 
their acceptance of the new regulations. In a discus-
sion of rural planning, William R. Lassey points to 
the importance of a constant and continuing educa-
tional process to increase citizens' basic understanding 
of issues and the priorities involved. ( 19, p. 233) 
Extensive educational programs on land use poli-
cies are being conducted by the Extension Services of 
many land grant universities. 
With the balance of political power in the hands 
of the urban population, the need for a well-informed, 
knowledgeable urban population is more important 
than ever before in determining what land use policies 
and controls will be enacted and enforced. There is 
also an increased need for a better understanding on 
the part of planners concerning the relationship of 
agriculture to the overall structure of the community 
and society. 
These trends in land use legislation provide addi-
tional opportunities for universities to lend their 
knowledge and talents to resolving the problems ac-
companying these changes in norms, attitudes, and 
values. It is an area of change where the expertise 
of several academic disciplines could be used in re-
search programs. These developments provide a fer-
tile field for research by sociologists, agricultural eco-
nomists, and political scientists, as well as the various 
disciplines that address the broad area of natural re-
sources. 
No doubt conflict, tension, and some confusion 
about land use policies and regulations will be a part 
of the national scene for years. However, what are 
the pmitive and the negative aspects of these policies? 
What serendipitous side effects do these policies bring 
about? Hopefully more scientists will delve into this 
exciting ferment of social change! 
New institutional arrangements must be evolved 
if a satisfactory balance between people and land is to 
be achieved. The relationship between agricultural 
and open space use of land and the competing, more 
intensive uses of land is a knotty problem to resolve. 
It is an issue of major importance across the nation! 
Various methods for making better use of their land 
resources have been instituted by the states studied. 
22 
Hopefully those interested in best use of land-farm-
ers, elected officials, professors, developers, or environ-
mentalists-will address this issue in other states. 
THE OHIO SITUATION 
Ohio is one of the most densely populated states 
in the nation with an average of 260 persons per 
square mile. It ranks sixth among the 50 states in 
population density. Side by side with this dense 
population is a very large agricultural enterprise of 
major importance to the state's economy. 
Best use of land is one of the major problems con-
fronting local government and community leaders. 
Ohio's citizens are also aware of problems associated 
with land use and quality of life. 
Ohio does not have a state land use policy. How-
ever, every county has a planning commission- either 
county or regional-and there are multi-county re-
gional planning commissions as well. Several coun-
ties do not have a planning staff. 
Subdivision regulations and rural zoning are two 
kinds of controls used in guiding changes in land use. 
County commissioners in 76 of Ohio's 88 counties 
have adopted subdivision regulations. By the close 
of 1977 more than half (675) of Ohio's 1,319 town-
ships had approved rural zoning. The administra-
tion of rural zoning is on a county basis in 13 of the 
68 counties that have zoning in one or more town-
ships. Approximately seven of every ten rural Ohio-
ans live in zoned areas. 
Wise use of land resources is extremely important 
in maximizing opportunities for Ohio's future devel-
opment. The Ohio legislature is sensitive to this need 
and the growing concerns about quality of the en-
vironment. 
House Bill 63 passed by the Ohio General As-
sembly in 1975 created a joint legislative Land Use 
Review Committee to review land use policies, pro-
grams, and regulations. This committee's final re-
port entitled, "A Guide for Land Use Legislation,' ' 
was published in June 1977. 
The developments cited here and in the Introduc-
t;on underscore the interest in future use of Ohio's 
land. Enabling legislation will be introduced in the 
Ohio General Assembly in 1978 to incorporate many 
of the provisions contained in the Land Use Review 
Committee's report. One section of this report pro-
vides details for creation of agricultural districts pat-
terned along the lines of New York's legislation. 
Ohioans can expect a state land use policy to be 
enacted into law by the General Assembly within the 
next year or 18 months. It is hoped that the experi-
ences of six states reported in this bulletin will be of 
help to Ohio's citizens in designing and implementing 
this legislation. 
Local planning efforts will be facilitated by state 
goals and guidelines. These provisions will also en-
hance the comparability of one county's plan with ad-
joining counties. 
Based on this analysis, it seems very important 
that an educational program be conducted to explain 
the provisions of this legislation. Those responsible 
for the program should make extensive use of the mass 
media, popular type bulletins, and short " Facts About 
Ohio's Land Use Policy" leaflets. Such a program 
would increase understanding and reduce confusion 
as to the intent of the legislation. 
Not only should relationships between local, 
county, and state offices be spelled out, but provisions 
should be made whereby local governments can call 
on the resources of state agencies-personnel and 
funds- for assistance in planning and implementing 
a state land w:e policy. If a regional or district or-
ganizational structure is created, it should make plan-
ning assistance available to counties. 
The new or modified institutional structure 
should provide for a sharing in decision making by 
urban and rural people and local and state govern-
ments in carrying out provisions of the legislation. 
Linkage of a new social system with existing systems 
requires careful definition of responsibilities. 
References 
1. Alampi, Phillip. Feb. 1975. The Experience of 
the Blueprint Commission on the Future of New 
Jersey Agriculture. In Proceedings of the Con-
ference on Rural Land-Use Policy in the North-
east, Northeast Regional Center for Rural De-
velopment, Ithaca, N. Y. 
2. Barrows, Richard, Bruce Prenguber, and Douglas 
Yanggen. Jan. 1975. Transfer of Development 
Rights: A New Land Use Policy for Wisconsin? 
In Agri. Econ. Staff Paper Series, No. 87, Univ. 
of Wis:::onsin, Madison. 
3. Bevins, Robert J. April 1976. A History of 
Land Policy in the United States. In Considera·· 
tions for Land Use, Univ. of Missouri , Coop. Ext. 
Serv., Columbia. 
4. Brown, Steven R . and James G. Coke. J an. 
1977. Public Opinion on Land Use Regulation. 
Urban and Regional Development Series No. 1, 
Academy for Contemporary Problems, Colum-
bus, Ohio. 
5. Burley, Robert. May-June-July 1974. Land-
Use: A Washington Viewpoint and the Vermont 
Experience. In Ohio Planning Newsletter, Ohio 
Planning Conference, Bay Village, 23 ( 2) . 
6. Chavooshian, B. Budd, Thomas Norman, and 
George H. Nieswand. July 1973. Transfer of 
Development Rights-A New Concept in Land 
Use M anagement. Rutgers- The State Univ. 
of New Jersey, New Brunswick, Leaflet 492-A. 
7. Coke, J. G. 1974. Land Use Reform: A New 
Agenda for Ohio. In Ohio Cities and Villages, 
22 (12). 
8. Conklin, Howard E. and William R. Bryant. · 
August 1974. Agricultural Districts: A Com-
promise Approach to Agricultural Preservation. 
In Amer. J. Agri. Econ., Cornell Univ., Ithaca, 
N. Y., 56 (3). 
23 
9. Cotner, Melvin L. July 1976. Land Use Policy 
and Agriculture: A National Perspective. Na-
tural Resource Economics Division, Econ. Res. 
Serv., U. S. Dept. of Agr., ERS-630. 
10. Council on Environmental Quality. Dec. 1974. 
Environmental Quality-The Fifth Annual Re-
port of the Council on Environmental Quality. 
11 . Culver, Virgil P. and Howard A. Clonts. Nov. 
1976. Alabama's Land Resources : A Review of 
the Need for Critical Areas Protection. Agri. 
Exp. Sta., Auburn Univ., Auburn, Ala., Bull. 
481. 
12. Derr, Donn, Leslie Small, and Pritam Dhillon. 
M ay-June 1977. Criteria and Strategies for 
M aintaining Agriculture at the Local Level. J. 
Soil and Water Cons., 32 (3). 
13. Einsweiler, Robert C. June 9-12, 1975. New 
Instruments for Shaping Local Land Use. Pa-
per presented at North Central Regional Land 
Use Workshop, Ames, Iowa. 
14. Engel, N. Eugene. July 16-17, 1975. Perspec-
tive on Prime Lands. U. S. Dept. of Agricul-
ture, Committee on Land Use. 
15. Forrest, Clyde W. June 1976. Organizational 
Prerequisites for Land Use Planning to Integrate 
Public Services. In Aspects of Planning for 
Public Services in Rural Areas, North Central 
Regional Center for Rural Development, Ames, 
Iowa. 
16. Godwin, R. Kenneth and W. Bruce Shepard. 
Nov. 1974. State Land Use Policies: Winners 
and Losers. Dept. of Political Science, Ore. 
State Univ., Corvallis. 
1 7. Henderson, H. A. August 1976. Land Use De-
cision Making Processes. In Land Use Needs 
and Policy Alternatives, Southern Rural Devel-
opment Center, Miss. State Univ., SRDC Series 
Pub. 11. 
18. Ishee, Sidney. April 1977. Transferable Devel-
opment Rights as a Means of Influencing Land 
Use Patterns. In Economic Issues in Land Use 
Planning, Ore. State Univ. 
19. Lassey, William R. 1977. Planning in Rural 
Environments. McGraw-Hill Book Co. 
20. Libby, Lawrence W. May-June 1974. Com-
prehensive Land Use Planning and Other Myths. 
J. Soil and Water Cons., 29 ( 3). 
21. Little, Charles E. August 1974. The New Ore-
gon Trail. The Conservation Foundation, 
Washington, D. C. 
22. Lowry, Kim and Michael McElroy. 1975. State 
Land Use Control : Some Lessons from Experi-
ence. Presented at 57th Annual Conference 
American Institute of Planners. ' 
23. Lum, David T. E.; Samuel G. Camp, III, and 
Karl Gertel. June 1969. H awaii's Experience 
in Zoning. Univ. of Hawaii, Res. Report 172. 
24. Mark, Shelley M. Summer 1973. It All Began 
in H awaii. In State Government: The Journal 
of State Affairs, Council of State Governments 
Lexington, Ky., XLVI ( 3). ' 
25. Marshall, J. Paxton. Nov. 1974. Land Use 
Issues. In Proceedings of a Conference, Va. 
Poly. Inst. and State Univ., Pub. 629. 
26. McCall, Tom. J an . 7, 1974. The Oregon Land 
Use Story. Executive Department, Local Gov-
ernment Relations Division, Salem", Ore. 
27. Mitchell, John B. Oct. 1977. Land Use Poli-
cies in Selected States. Ohio State Univ., Coop. 
Ext. Serv., Columbus, Bull. 623. 
28. Myers, Phyllis. Sept. 1974. Slow Start in Para-
dise. The Conservation Foundation, Washing·-
ton, D. C. 
29. Myers, Phyllis. August 1974. So Goes Ver-
mont. The Conservation Foundation, Wash-
ington, D . C. 
30. I'~ ~tional Public Policy Education Committee. 
1972. Increasing Understanding of Public Prob-
lems and Policies- 1972. In Property Rights 
and Land Use, Farm Foundation, Chicago. 
31. North Central Regional Center for Rural Devel-
opment. Dec. 1975. Contributions of the Col-
leges of Agriculture in Land Use Policy and Plan-
ning. Iowa State University, Ames. 
32. Park, William L. Sept. 1974. Providing Bene-
fits of Agricultural Open Space in Urbanizing 
Situations. N. J. Agri. Exp. Sta., Cook College, 
S. R. 31. 
24 
33. Park, William L., David J. Burns, J ohn H . Hun-
ter, and Steve George. Nov. 1974. Public Re-
action to the Land-Use Policy Recommendations 
of the Blueprint Commission on the Future of 
New J ersey Agriculture. N. J. Agri. Exp. Sta., 
Cook College, S. R. 26. 
34. Reilly, William K., Editor. 1973. The Use of 
Land: A Citizen's Guide to Urban Growth. 
Thomas Y. Cromwell, New York. 
35. Rose, Jerome G. Winter 1974. A Proposal for 
the Separation and Marketability of Develop-
ment Rights as a Technique to Preserve Open 
Space. In Real Estate Law Journal, Boston, 
2 ( 3). 
36. Rose, J erome G. Spring 1975. The Transfer 
of Development Rights: A Preview of an Evol-
vmg Concept. In Real Estate Law Journal, 
Boston 3 ( 4) . 
37. Rowan, Carl T. and David M. Mazie. April-
May-June 1975. To Grow or Not To Grow. 
In Ohio Planning Newsletter, Ohio Planning 
Conference, Bay Village, 24 ( 2) . Reprinted 
with permission from Nation's Cities, copyright 
1975. 
38. Rubino, Richard G. March 27, 1974. Tools for 
Land Use Planning. Presented at Conference 
on Land Use Planning, Battelle Memorial Insti-
tute, Columbus, Ohio. 
39. Small, Leslie and Donn A. Derr. Sept.-Oct. 1976. 
Controlling Development Rights: The Alterna-
tives. In J. Soil and Water Cons., 31 ( 5). 
40. Soil Conservation Society of America. Nov. 27-
29, 1972. National Land Use Policy. Proceed-
ings of a Special Conference, Ankeny, Iowa. 
41. Starnes, Earl M. June 25, 1975. The Critical 
Areas Program- A Development M anagement 
Process in Florida. Prepared for Office of Land 
Use and Water Planning, U. S. Dept. of the In-
terior. 
42. Vlasin, Raymond D. June 1976. Linking Re-
search with Planning: Some Implications and 
Approaches. In Aspects of Planning for Public 
Services in Rural Areas, North Central Regional 
Center for Rural Development, Ames, Iowa. 
GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS 
Florida 
43. Florida 10 Million. Feb. 1, 1974. Division of 
State Planning, Dept. of Agriculture, Tallahas-
see, Fla. 
44. Developments of Regional Impact. June 1974. 
Division of State Planning, Dept. of Administra-
tion, Bureau of Land and Water Management, 
Tallahassee, Fla. 
Hawaii 
45. State Land Use Commission. June 1970. State 
of Hawaii Land Use Districts and Regulations 
Review, Honolulu. 
46. State Land Use Commission. Feb. 1975. Re-
port to the People, Honolulu. 
New Jersey 
47. The Blueprint Commission on the Future of New 
Jersey Agriculture. April 197 3. Report of the 
Blueprint Commission on the Future of New Jer-
sey Agriculture, Trenton, N. J. 
48. New Jersey Commission on Open Space Policy. 
March 1971. Report of the New Jersey Com-
mission on Open Space Policy, Trenton, N. J. 
New York 
49. Commission on the Preservation of Agricultural 
Land. Jan. 1968. Preserving Agricultural Land 
in New York State, Albany, N. Y. 
25 
Oregon 
50. Land Conservation and Development Commis-
sion. Dec. 27, 1974. Statewide Planning Goals 
and Guidelines, Salem, Ore. 
51. Land Conservation and Development Commis-
sion. Jan. 1, 1975. Oregon Land Use Hand-
book, Salem, Ore. 
Vermont 
52. Agency of Environmental Conservation. Sept. 1, 
1972. Land Use and Development-Vermont's 
Environmental Programs, Montpelier, Vt. 
53. State Planning Office. June 1974. Vermont's 
Land Use and Development Law, Montpelier, 
Vt. 
54. State Planning Office. 1968. Vision and 
Choice: Vermont's Future, Montpelier, Vt. 
Other 
55. Council of State Governments. April 1975. 
Land: State Alternatives for Planning and Man-
agement, Lexington, Ky. 
56. Council of State Governments. Nov. 1974. Land 
Use- Policy and Program Analysis, No. 3, Lex-
ington, Ky. 
This page intentionally blank.
BETTER LIVING IS THE PRODUCT 
of research at the Ohio Agricultural Research and Development Center. 
All Ohioans benefit from this product. 
Ohio's farm families benefit from the results of agricultural re-
search translated into increased earnings and improved living condi-
tions. So do the families of the thousands of workers employed in the 
firms making up the state's agribusiness complex. 
But the greatest benefits of agricultural research flow to the mil-
lions of Ohio consumers. They enjoy the end products of agricultural 
science-the world's most wholesome and nutritious food, attractive 
lawns, beautiful ornamental plants, and hundreds of consumer prod-
ucts containing ingredients originating on the farm, in the greenhouse 
and nursery, or in the forest. 
The Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station, as the Center was called 
for 83 years, was established at The Ohio State University, Columbus, 
in 1882. Ten years later, the Station was moved to its present loca-
tion in Wayne County. In 1965, the Ohio General Assembly passed 
legislation changing the name to Ohio Agricultural Research and De-
velopment Center- a name which more accurately reflects the nature 
and scope of the Center 's research program today. 
Research at OARDC deals with the improvement of all agricul-
tural production and marketing practices. It is concerned with the de-
velopment of an agricultural product from germination of a seed or 
development of an embryo through to the consumer's dinner table. It 
is directed at improved human nutrition, family and child development, 
home management, and all other aspects of family life. It is geared 
to enhancing and preserving the quality of our environment. 
Individuals and groups are welcome to visi t the OARDC, to enjoy 
the a t tractive buildings, grounds, and arboretum, and to observe first 
hand research aimed at the goal of Better Living for All Ohioans! 
A ll publ icat ions of the Ohio Agricul tu ra l Research a nd Deve lopment Center a re ava ila ble to a ll 
on a nondiscr imina tory basis w ithout regard to race, co lor, na t iona l orig in , sex, or re l ig ious a ff i lia t ion. 
71te State 'la tlte ea~ lo't 
/19Ueedteueat f<eaeau4, ad Z'~~ea 
/'""" 
; /' / l 
-. .. ,. . -·~ / ' ' 
.. "°'"'"\ ~/ GREEN ! SPRINGS , 
'cRoPs RESEARCH UNIT \ · 
' ! : .... • ····· ! ! ["_. __ ), .. ,. ...... . \ MAHO~ING CO. 
... NORJ:~~~~RN: • ; -M~~~ ckoPS • r·-·-j l FARM® 
! BRANCH [' 
,..>-..-·-- ·••··-··--• · - · -· · ~·-· · -:-.m ·--, ·-·-,·-··- ·-~·j,~ 
·--·--··~ 
! ., .~---··-··· ····------·- ·---·' 
! • 
' 
! 
\ 
WOOSTER .. ·····' 
\ (ii 
\ CENTER 
_ .. .. L.._j ~EADQUARTE~_S ,.,. ,., 
t1 i • 
i .\..--:" 
. . ··! ;,, __ _ 
' - _) ;---- : 
' . - t NORTH APPALACHIAN · - •' 
EXPERIMENTAL WATERSHED• 1 . ' 
' • POMERENE FOREST 
\ 
:-----,_ ---\ LABORATORY ., 
,., , .. .. .. ; 
i...~ 
;.---· .. ·- ···· ,. .. ... l 
r-··~ ··-··-·--···r· 
· ·· -········ ·~· · · · · ··· -~··· l 
i 
-WESTERN• ! 
)" COLUMBUS 
\ . ···-· 
THE OHIO STATE 
UNIVERSITY I BRANCH [ 1_ - -
' ! 
·-··· -·····---.. .. .:. I 
/-· ,. ·- .. ~ ... "? ..... ~··-··-·· ·i 
rY• ••· ·--j 
L ... _ .. , 
I 
EASTER~· OHl6 ,RESOURCE 
,_ ' DEVELOPMENT CENTER 
~~;· · - . ,.,._ -'"· - ·-·-· ··~· -· i • W- , 
' ! ' \ 
: <' "'" '>,. ••• .; 
l.-··-···-····1.i 
~-,. _ _ ;-·-·· - j'"~-· ··-•v• • •• "'! 
··- .. ~ . . ,;,,_, 
/ 
''} 
Ohio's major soil types and climatic 
conditions are represented at the Re-
search Center's 12 locations. 
Research is conducted by 15 depart-
ments on more than 7000 acres at Center 
headquarters in Wooster, seven branches, 
Green Springs Crops Research Unit, Pom -
erene Forest Laboratory, North Appalach-
ian Experimental Watershed, and The 
Ohio State University. 
Center Headquarters, Wooster, Wayne 
County: 1953 acres 
Eastern Ohio Resource Development Cen-
ter, Caldwell, Noble County: 2053 
acres 
Green Springs Crops Research Unit, Green 
Springs, Sandusky County: 26 acres 
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Jackson Branch, Jackson, Jackson Coun-
ty: 502 acres 
Mahoning County Farm, Canfield: 275 
acres 
Muck Crops Branch, Willard, Huron Coun-
ty: 15 acres 
North Appalachian Experimental Water-
shed, Coshocton, Coshocton County: 
l 047 acres (Cooperative with Agricul-
tural Research Service, U. S. Dept. of 
Agriculture) 
Northwestern Branch, Hoytville, Wood 
County: 247 acres 
Pomerene Forest Laboratory, Coshocton 
County: 227 acres 
Southern Branch, Ripley, Brown County: 
275 acres 
Western Branch, South Charleston, Clark 
County: 428 acres 
